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ABSTRACT 
Red junglefowl domestication has been carried out by communities in the region of Bengkulu Province. This 
research aimed to study the management of keeping red junglefowl and the offsprings and the coops. The 
research was carried out in Bengkulu Province. The sample of breeders was selected using snow-ball sampling 
method. The selected samples were recorded and used as the data and information sources. The data were 
collected by interviewing, questionnaires, and direct observation. The data obtained were processed, presented in 
the form of tables, drawings and analyzed descriptively. Based on research method, out of a total of 200 red 
junglefowl breeders and or the offsprings were chosen 50 (25%) respondents from Bengkulu city, 50 (25%) 
respondents from Seluma District, 50 (25%) respondents from Central Bengkulu District and 50 (25%) 
respondents from North Bengkulu District. The red junglefowl and the offsprings breeding is divided into 
keeping the hens, roosters and chicks. The hens were kept in the coop during the day and night (41%), released 
during the day and night (22%) and kept during the night in the coop and released during the day (37%). In the 
same way, in sequence, the breeding of roosters was 71%, 12.5% and 16.5%, while the breeding of chicks was 
37%, 18% and 45%. 31% respondents provided quarantine coop, while 69% respondents did not. 75% provided 
hens coop and 25% did not, 61% provided roosters coop and 39% did not. Finally, the respondents who provided 
chicks coop were 40.5% and 59.5% did not. The breeding management has not been done intensively, some 
respondents have completed coops system, but not yet meet the criteria of good coop. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Red junglefowl is one of the germplasm 
animals that has significance for the people 
in Bengkulu. Domestication of red 
junglefowl has been done by the 
communities and spread in various areas in 
Bengkulu. Sulandari and Zein (2009) 
suggested that red junglefowl is the ancestor 
of local chicken that are maintained by the 
community at this time. Further Sulandari et 
al. (2008) said that Indonesian local chicken 
is in one clade with red junglefowl and red 
junglefowl is spread in Sumatra. 
Communities in Bengkulu have long 
utilized red junglefowl. Red junglefowl 
married to chicken (Setianto, 2009a; 
Setianto, 2009b; Setianto, et al, 2009). From 
the crossbreeding got descendants which are 
named chicken burgo. Chicken burgo is 
preserved by the communities in Bengkulu 
(Setianto and Warnoto, 2010 and Setianto, 
2013). This makes red junglefowl as a vital 
asset for acquiring new species (Setianto, et 
al, 2013; Setianto et al. 2015b; Setianto et al. 
2014; Setianto et al. 2017b; Sutriyono et al., 
2016; Widodo et al, 2014). 
A lot of research on red junglefowl has 
been conducted, but the research on the 
domestication of red junglefowl by the 
community is still small. The research on the 
relationship between red junglefowl as 
ancestors of currently-kept chickens with 
genetic characteristics (Azmi, et al., 2000; 
Dorji et al., 2012; Moiseyeva et al., 2003; 
Sulandari et al., 2008). A research on 
population, behavior and habitat (Arshad and 
Zakaria, 2009; Javed and Rahmani, 2000; 
Subhani et al., 2010). Meanwhile, the study 
of the domestication of red junglefowl 
conducted by a community has not been 
done. Therefore, there is not much 
information available about various aspects 
of domestication by the community.
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From those various studies above, basic 
information on how to maintain and manage 
red junglefowl coop and the offspring by 
communities has not obtained yet. This study 
aimed to assess the keeping of red junglefowl 
and the offspring and the management of the 
coops. The results of the research will be 
used for the development of red junglefowl 
in the community. 
 
RESEARCH METHODS 
The study was conducted for 8 months, 
in Bengkulu city, Seluma District, Central 
Bengkulu and North Bengkulu District. The 
selection of research sites was determined 
purposively with the consideration that there 
were breeders who domesticated red 
junglefowl. 
The sample or the respondents were the 
breeders who domesticated red junglefowl in 
the areas mentioned above. Selection of 
respondents was done by using Snow Ball 
sampling method. This method was done 
because the existence of breeders who 
domesticated red junglefowl has not been 
known for certain address. In the first stage, 
sampling was done by finding a breeder who 
domesticated red junglefowl. The next stage 
of sampling was done in a chain, starting 
from the first respondent, then the respondent 
was asked to provide information about other 
respondents who also breed red junglefowl. 
The next stage was done through the same 
process, so the number of respondents 
increased. In this study obtained 200 
respondents, the breeders of red junglefowl 
and their offspring. 
The data taken and collected in this 
research are primary and secondary data. 
Primary data were obtained directly from red 
junglefowl selected as a sample by using a 
combination of dept-interview and 
questionnaires. Primary data were also 
obtained through observation and direct 
measurement in the field. Secondary data 
were obtained from the results of previous 
studies, obtained from agencies or 
institutions that are closely related to 
research on wild chickens. 
The data collected includes breeding, 
coop systems and the equipments. The data 
obtained were analyzed descriptively and 
presented in the form of tables and drawings. 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Location and area of research 
The study sites were chosen to 
represent the central areas of Bengkulu 
(Bengkulu City and Central Bengkulu 
District), South (Seluma District) and North 
(North Bengkulu). The location and area of 
each city and district vary from the smallest 
151,70 km2 and the widest area of 4,324.60 
km2. Details of location and total area can be 
seen in table 1 below: 
Table 1. Research Sites and total area in 3 
districts and 1 city 
No District/City Area (km2) 
1 North Bengkulu District 4.324,60 
2 Seluma District 2.400,44 
3 Central Bengkulu 
District 
1.223,94 
4 Bengkulu City     151,70 
Source:http://informasipedia.com/wilayah-
indonesia/daftar-luas-kabupaten-kota-di-
indonesia/794-daftar-luas-kabupaten-
kota-di-provinsi-bengkulu.html 
 
Furthermore, the map of the study sites 
where respondents are domiciled can be seen 
in Figure 1 below: 
 
 
Figure 1. Map of Bengkulu Province (arrow 
indicates the location of the 
research)
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Chicken keeping management 
From the results of the research can be 
seen that the respondents did not keep their 
red junglefowl intensively. Respondents kept 
their red junglefowl divided into keeping 
hens, roosters and chicks. In table 2 it can be 
seen how the respondents keep the red 
junglefowl and the offsprings: 
Table 2. Chicken keeping management by 
the respondents  
No Variable 
Respondents 
Person (%) 
1 Keeping Hens   
 a. Kept during the day 
and night 
82 41 
 b. Released during the 
day and night 
44 22 
 c. Kept at night and 
released during the day 
74 37 
    
 Total 200 100 
2 Keeping Roosters   
 a. Kept during the day 
and night 
142 71 
 b. Released during the 
day and night 
25 12,5 
 c. Kept at night and 
released during the day 
33 16,5 
    
 Total 200 100 
3 Keeping Chicks   
 a. Kept during the day 
and night 
74 37 
 b. Released during the 
day and night 
36 18 
 c. Kept at night and 
released during the day  
90 45 
    
 Total 200 100 
 
From table 2 above, it can be seen that 
not all of the respondents keep the chicken 
during the day and night. There were some 
respondents who took off the chickens during 
the day and night and there were the 
respondents who kept the chicken at night 
and then released during the day. The 
keeping management of hens, roosters and 
chicks remains a combination of keeping in 
the coop and releasing. The hens were kept 
up 41% of day and night, 22% was released 
during the day and night and 37% was kept at 
night and released during the day. The 
roosters were kept during the day and night 
by 71%, 12.5% was released during the day 
and night and 16.5% was kept at night and 
released daylight. The respondents kept their 
chicks during the day and night as much as 
37%, released during the day and night 
(18%), while being kept at night and released 
in daylight as much as 45%. From these data, 
interesting to be studied, the percentage of 
respondents who keep their roosters during 
the day and night was greater than hens and 
chicks. This is closely related to the function 
of a rooster as an ornamental chicken and 
decoy chicken with a relatively expensive 
price. Thus, keeping the chicken at night and 
day is one way for the chicken security from 
various threats of predators and theft. Not 
much different with the research result found 
by Sutriyono et al. (2017) on the way of 
keeping red forest birds in the coastal area of 
North Bengkulu. The keeping of red 
junglefowl by day and night (52.17%), kept 
at night and released during the day (19.57%), 
left to perch (19.57%) and the combination 
of these methods (8.7%). Meanwhile, Lopez, 
et al (2014) found that the majority of local 
chicken of breeders in Palawan, Philippines 
(64.8%) was left free without provided coops, 
26.8% providing coops combined with 
release. Only 7.4% of the respondents 
provided coops throughout the day. In line 
with N'Goran et al. (2016) pointed out that of 
110 breeders, 54.55% of them has simple 
coops that do not meet building norms. In 
addition, there were 6.35% of the 
respondents who used the coop in the form of 
a cage that is only used at night and released 
during the day. 
Coops management 
Coops are important means of raising 
livestock, including chickens. Coops are 
needed by animals for shelter, rest, nesting 
containers, nursery, and so on. By way of 
keeping chickens as discussed above, then 
did the respondents provide a coop for the 
red junglefowl? In figure 2. below can be 
seen the availability of coops for the red 
junglefowl.
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Figure 2. The Availability of Coops. (A) 
Quarantine Coops, (B) Hens 
Coop, (C) Rooster Coop (D) 
Chicks Coop. 
 
The coops owned by the respondents 
vary greatly and almost every respondent had 
a different and very simple coop. Most coops 
for roosters were in the form of perch next to 
the respondent's house. In Figure 3 below can 
be seen various coops owned by the 
respondents. 
 
 
A 
 
Figure 3. Coops for Red Junglefowl owned 
by the respondents. Common 
Coops (A), Rooster coops (B), 
Hens Coops (C), and Chicks 
Coops (D)  
 
B 
 
C 
 
D 
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The coops are grouped into special 
quarantine, hens, roosters and chicks‟ coops. 
In figure 2 above, it appears that more 
respondents provided a hen coop (75%) 
compared with the other coops provision. 
Consecutively based on the provision of 
coops were (61%) roosters coops, (40%) 
chicks coops and 31% quarantine coops. 
Quarantine coops were the least owned by 
respondents. This is because the quarantine 
coop is only used for the hunted red 
junglefowl. As it is found that the origin of 
domesticated red-junglefowl is derived from 
hunting in nature (Setianto et al., 2015a; 
Setianto et al, 2016; Setianto et al, 2017b). 
Meanwhile, Ahlers et al (2009) suggested 
that local chicken farming uses low inputs. 
Coops are provided for chickens only at night, 
while daylight is released for feed. Other 
research results proposed N'Goran, et al, 
(2016) that 39.1% of the respondents who 
did not have a coop, so the chickens were 
allowed to sit everywhere. 
Figure 3A shows the various varieties 
of coops owned by the respondents, 
including a sealed quarantine coop. While in 
Figure 3B shows images of coops, coops and 
perch are commonly used for roosters. From 
figure 3C, it can be seen where the hen 
laying eggs that consist of various variations 
by utilizing the existing raw materials which 
are easily found in the environment of 
respondents. The shape and kind of coop for 
chicks owned by respondents are also very 
varied, as shown in figure 3D. 
In addition to various forms of coops 
are very varied, the coops are equipped with 
feed and drink equipment. Feeding and 
drinking equipment is also very simple by 
utilizing what is available in the respondent's 
environment. In the following table 3 can be 
seen the equipments for feeding and drinking 
as well as the materials. 
 
Table 3. Equipments and the materials of feeding and drinking containers owned by the 
respondents. 
No Variable 
Hens Coop 
Roosters 
Coop 
Chicks Coop 
Quarantine 
Coop 
Person (%) Person (%) Person (%) Person (%) 
1 Feeding Containers 
 Bamboo 1 0.5 0 0 2 1 0 0 
 Fiber 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 
 Plastic Container 70 35 104 52 51 25.5 40 20 
 Shell 37 18.5 36 18 49 24.5 24 12 
 Wood 0 0 5 2.5 4 2 2 1 
 Board Box 19 9.5 29 14.5 22 11 6 3 
 Plastic Bottle 4 2 3 1.5 2 1 1 0.5 
 Board Box and Plastic 
Bottle 
1 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 None 68 34 23 11.5 75 37.5 125 62.5 
 Total 200 100 200 100 200 100 200 100 
2 Drinking Containers 
 Bamboo 0 0 0 0 1 0.5 1 0.5 
 Fiber 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0.5 
 Plasctic Container 70 35 118 59 72 36 50 25 
 Shell 37 18.5 35 17.5 3 1.5 17 8.5 
 Board Box 16 8 5 2.5 6 3 4 2 
 Plastic Bottle 8 4 12 6 4 2 1 0.5 
 None 69 34.5 30 15 114 57 126 63 
 Total 200 100 200 100 200 100 200 100 
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From table 3 above, it can be seen from 
the main chicken coop or hens coop, the 
rooster, the chicks and the quarantine coop, 
the feed is dominated from plastics and shell 
containers. For the hen coop, the feed in the 
form of plastic containers as much as 35%, 
shell as much as 18.5%. For the rooster coop, 
plastics as much as 52% and shell as much as 
18%. On the same criteria in chicks and 
quarantine coop respectively are as much as 
25,5% and 20% made of plastics, 24,5% and 
12% made of shell. Interesting to study, there 
were still many coops without feeding 
containers. Most of the respondents did not 
provide feeding containers at the quarantine 
coop as much as 62,5%, followed by chicks 
(37,5%), hens (34%) and roosters (11,5%). It 
is closely related to the way of care that let 
the chickens release and find their own feed 
or fed simultaneously on the yard. 
Not different from the feeding 
containers, where the drink is also dominated 
plastics and shell. Thirty five (35%) drinking 
container of coop is made of plastics and 
18.5% made of shell. 59% is made of plastics 
and 17.5% is made of shell for rooster coops. 
Meanwhile, coop for chicks is only 
dominated with plastic drinking containers as 
much as 36%. Twenty five (25%) made of 
plastics and 8.5% made of shell for 
quarantine coop. In terms of the provision of 
drinking containers, many respondents who 
also did not provide a drinking container. 
Almost the same as feeding containers, most 
of the quarantine coops (63%) were not 
provided with the drinking containers, 
followed by chicks (57%), hens (34.5%) and 
roosters (15%). 
 
CONCLUSION 
The keeping of domestically-red 
junglefowl still used an extensive way by 
releasing. Coops and feeding as well as 
drinking containers were not all available. 
The management of keeping chicken and 
coops is still very simple. 
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